For example, Condry and Condry (1976) had subjects view a videotape of an infant responding to emotionally arousing stimuli and found that ratings of both type and intensity of the emotions displayed by the child varied as a function of the child's attributed sex. Specifically, although all subjects saw the same child responding to the same stimuli, subjects who thought the child was a boy rated an ambiguous negative response to one of the stimuli as anger, whereas the same child thought to be a girl was seen as displaying the emotion of fear in this same circumstance. In addition, it was found that both the subject's sex and experience with children were important variables. Specifically, males with more experience with infants saw larger differences due to the gender label, perceiving the "boy" as exhibiting more intense emotions than the "girl," while the opposite was found for females with less experience with infants. Meyer and Sobieszek (1972) and Sobieszek (1978) , using the same crosslabeling paradigm, report similar findings. "Female subjects, especially those reporting high contact with children, described children as lower on characteristics of their described sex" (1972, p. 42).
Rubin, Provenzano, and Luria (1974) interviewed primiparous parents within 24 hours of birth, asking them to describe their newborns; half the parents had given birth to boys and the other half to girls. Although the actual children of these parents did not differ (by gender) in terms of birth length, weight, or Apgar scores, "daughters were significantly more likely than sons to be described as little, beautiful, pretty, and cute, and as resembling their mothers" (1974, p. 512).
Child Development
Several studies employing a behavioral rather than a perceptual dependent variable have demonstrated that adults respond to children differently as a function of the child's perceived gender. Specifically, adults responded more quickly to a crying girl than boy (Condry, Condry, & Pogatshnik, 1983; Moss, 1967) , offered masculine toys for boys and feminine toys for girls (Sidorowicz & Lunney, 1980; Will, Self, & Datan, 1976) , and encouraged more motor activity for boys and "nurturance play" for girls (Frisch, 1977 Thus researchers have shown that there are differences in responses to children depending on their gender, and that these perceptions and actions often follow "stereotypical" directions. But it must also be the case that there are true sex differences in behavior, and our perception of these differences arises not from any false social stereotype, but from experience with the social category in question-in this case, gender. Consider, for example, a recent debate about sex differences in aggression.
Sex differences in patterns of aggression in children have been known and reported for some time, although the origin of these differences has been hotly debated (Maccoby, 1966; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974; Oetzel, 1966; Terman & Tyler, 1954 ). Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) attribute sex differences in aggression more to biological than to social forces because they "are found early in life, at a time when there is no evidence that differential socialization pressures have been brought to bear by adults to 'shape' aggression differently in the two sexes" (1974, p. 242). Recently, however, Tieger (1980) took issue with this position and argued that research on social cognition such as was described earlier suggests that since stereotypical beliefs about gender are present in the parents at the birth of their child, "parental interaction with infant boys and girls, may mediate the development of sex differences in aggression" (1980, p. 957).
Maccoby and Jacklin (1980), in a reply to Tieger, noted that recent observational studies of aggression in preschool children have expanded the unit of analysis from single children to dyadic interactions, and these studies show that boy-boy dyads exhibit higher levels of physical aggression than boy-girl or girl-girl dyads (see, e.g., Barrett, 1979; Smith & Green, 1975) . A meta-analysis revealed a cumulative effect that was statistically significant; hence, Maccoby and Jacklin conclude, "It seems clear to us whether one looks at scores for individual children, or at the behavior of dyads, the case for greater male aggression in children aged 6 or younger has been established beyond reasonable doubt" (1980, p. 967).
A question of critical importance to this issue is: How "unbiased" are the results of observational studies of aggression in preschool children? The studies cited by Maccoby and Jacklin are based on observations made by raters who know the gender of the child being rated. How does the rater's knowledge of gender influence the "objective" recording of the actions being observed, especially aggressive actions; and how do characteristics of the observer, such as sex, gender identity, and experience with children, modify the impressions formed and observations made? In order to answer these questions, the study described below was conducted in which the behavior of children was held constant and the label of gender was varied for both members of a dyad.
In this study, adults were shown a videotape of two preschool children dressed in snowsuits, engaging in aggressive play on a winter day. The children's winter attire disguised their true gender, allowing both members of the dyad to be cross-labeled as to sex. Subjects were asked to rate the level of aggressive and affectionate behavior exhibited by one of the two children (the target child). The gender label of both the target child and the other (nonrated) child were varied independently, creating four experimental conditions. Thus subjects were led to believe they were rating the behavior of either a boy interacting with another boy, a boy interacting with a girl, a girl interacting with a boy, or a girl interacting with another girl. Since all subjects were responding to exactly the same stimulus material, differences in the perception of the children and in the interpretation of their actions are due to the gender labels attributed to both members of the dyad. 
Method

Subjects
Procedure
A videotape of two preschool children playing in the snow served as the experimental stimulus. The play is fairly rough: one child hits, jumps on, and throws snowballs at the other. The videotape was edited into six segments of behavior, each approximately 10 sec in length. Subjects were shown the videotape and were asked to rate the degree of aggression and affection displayed by one of the two children (the target child) for each of the six segments. (The same child always served as the target child.) In the segments of interaction shown, the children's winter attire disguised their actual gender, and four experimental conditions (described earlier) were created by cross-labeling the gender of both members of the dyad. In discussing these experimental conditions, we refer to them as boy-boy, boy-girl, girl-boy, and girl-girl, always representing the target child first, and the nonrated child second. After rating the segments of behavior, the subjects were asked to characterize the personality of the target child using a semantic differential scale, and to complete several additional scales described below.
Measures
Aggression/Affection index.-For each videotape segment, subjects were asked to code the type and intensity of the target child's behavior using two categories: (1) aggressive behavior, and (2) affectionate-active behavior. These were defined for the subjects as: Aggressive behavior is "any intentional behavior that could result in harm to the other child. Examples are: hitting, pushing, shoving, and the like"; Affectionate behavior is "any behavior that is physically active and affectionate in nature. An example is one child affectionately hugging or physically interacting with another." Each scale was a ninepoint, Likert-type, and each was scored for every segment, with no evidence of the behavior coded as 1, and "very strong" evidence of the behavior coded as 9.
Semantic Differential Scale.-The Semantic Differential Scale (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957) asked the subjects to characterize the target child using a set of bipolar adjectives (e.g., quiet-loud), arranged into three subscales. These scales and the items were Activity (loud-quiet, movingstill, fast-slow); Potency (aggressive-passive, big-little, strong-weak); and Evaluation (bad-good, ugly-pretty, and unfriendlyfriendly).
Experimental manipulation check.-Several questions asked the subject to recall the target child's sex and color of clothing. This was designed to insure that the subjects had rated the behavior of the correct child, and were aware of the child's gender. The data of 13 subjects were excluded from the analysis due to failing the manipulation check; the remaining 175 subjects correctly recalled the rated child's sex and color of clothing.
Experience-with-children scale.-Subjects were asked to describe their experience with young children using a five-point scale that ran from 1 ("completely inexperienced") through 3 ("some experience of an infrequent nature") to 5 ("very experienced; extensive contact on a regular basis").
Gender identity and sex role attitude 
Results
Aggression/affection and semantic differential ratings.-For each dependent variable (aggression, affection, action, potency, and evaluation), a one-way analysis of variance for unequal sample sizes (Snedecor & Cochran, 1982 , p. 228) was performed using experimental condition (four levels: boy-boy, boy-girl, girl-boy, and girl-girl) as the independent variable. Statistically significant main effects were found for both aggression, F(3, 171) = 6.19, p < .001, and affection, F(3, 170) = 3.562, p < .016. The means associated with these analyses are presented in Table 1. Multiple comparisons (Duncan, 1955) revealed that the boy-boy condition was rated as significantly less aggressive than the other three conditions that did not differ in level of perceived aggression: it was uniformly high across them. The affection ratings revealed significant variation among the boy-boy, boygirl, and girl-girl conditions. Specifically, the boy-boy condition was rated as more affectionate than either the boy-girl or girl-girl conditions. The correlation between aggression and affection ratings was both significant and negative within experimental conditions: boy-boy, r = -.25, p < .05; boy-girl, r = -.24, p < .05; girl-boy, r = -.30, p < .03; girl-girl, r = -.57, p < .0001; and across them, r = -.36, p < .0001.
Not only did the description of the target child's behavior as either aggressive or affectionate vary by virtue of gender label, but also the perceived affective meaning of the child's behavior, as measured by the semantic differential variables (action, potency, and evaluation), varied among conditions as well. The results of the one-way ANOVA failed to yield a statistically significant main effect for either action or potency, but a significant difference across conditions was found for evaluation, F(3,171) = 3.72, p < .01. The means associated with these analyses are presented in Table 1 . Table 1 , multiple comparisons (Duncan, 1955 ) revealed significant differences in perceived "potency" between the girl-boy and boy-boy conditions. Specifically, a "girl" seen aggressing against a "boy" was perceived as more potent than a "boy" seen aggressing against a "boy." Significant differences were also found in evaluation; the boy-boy condition was rated as significantly more positive than either the boy-girl or girl-girl conditions, which were rated equally negatively.
As illustrated in
Characteristics of the observer: Sex, gender identity, and experience with children.-To determine if male and female observers were similar in their perceptions of the target child's behavior, each dependent variable was analyzed using a two-way analysis of variance with both sex of subject (two levels: male, female) and experimental condition (four levels) serving as independent variables. Surprisingly, males and females did not differ in their perceptions, for there were no statistically significant main effects for sex of subject or two-way experimental condition x sex of subject interactions on any of the five dependent variables.
When subjects were sorted by gender identity and sex role attitude rather than sex, only a few statistically significant differences came to light. The BSRI (Bem, 1974 ) sorts individuals into three categories of gender identity: sex-typed, androgynous, and undifferentiated. For each dependent variable, a two-way ANOVA was performed using BSRI category (three levels) and experimental condition (four levels) as independent variables. The results failed to yield any statistically significant interactions, but two significant main effects for BSRI category were found for both aggression, F(2,159) = 3.22, p < .04, and action, F(2,159) = 4.81, p < .01. Duncan multiple comparison tests on the aggression scores indicate that subjects categorized as "undifferentiated" perceived significantly less aggression than "androgynous" subjects, whereas "sex-typed" subjects did not differ significantly from either of the other two categories. Duncan tests performed on the action measure indicate a pattern identical to that found for aggression. No significant differences were found for any dependent variable when the subjects were sorted by the (traditionalist vs. egalitarian) categories of the Spence scale of attitudes toward women when a two-way ANOVA for attitudes toward women (two levels) x experimental condition (four levels) was performed. In general, then, neither sex, gender identity, nor attitudes toward women accounted for very much of the variation among conditions, and were not very helpful in accounting for our findings. A strikingly different picture emerges when the subjects were divided by "experience with children."
The variable of experience with children was created using a "weighted" median split to categorize subjects as having either more or less experience with children. Although there were no significant differences in "experience" between males (mean = 3.44, median = 3.37) and females (mean = 3.66, median = 3.67), when a two-tailed t test was performed, t(173) = -1.51, p = .133, the median was weighted to take into account the disproportionate number of females to males. The median cutoff point was 3.53; on our experiencewith-children scale this fell halfway between "some experience of an infrequent nature," and "frequent contact and experience." Thus 96 subjects (16 males, 80 females) were sorted on or above the median as having more experience, and 79 subjects (20 male, 59 female) fell below the median as having less experience with children.
A two-way ANOVA was performed using experience with children (two levels: more and less experience) and experimental condition (four levels) as independent variables. Although no statistically significant main effects were found for this variable, several interactions of experience with children x experimental condition were found; aggression, F(3,167) = 2.73, p < .05, affection, F(3,166) = 7.42, p < .0001, and evaluation, F(3,167) = 6.60, < .0004. There were no significant interactions for either action or potency. Table 2 presents the means for the interaction of "experience" with experimental condition for the dependent variable of perceived aggression.
Subjects with more experience with children perceived larger differences in the target child's aggressive behavior as a function of attributed sex label than did subjects with less experience. This was also true for the affection and evaluation ratings. For both variables, the same pattern in the data (discussed earlier) was most prevalent in subjects with more experience. Thus it is apparent from the size of these interactions that most of the variation among conditions in aggression and affection is being contributed by those subjects who were most experienced with children.
Discussion
As in other research on the influence of gender label, we find a significant difference in what is observed depending on whether the individuals involved are described as being either male or female. But the direction of the difference came as something of a surprise. Initially we agreed with Tieger's (1980) analysis that, because adults expect boys to be more aggressive than girls, when viewing an ambiguous social interaction, they would perceive more aggression-on the part of a child labeled a boy than the same child labeled a girl-just as a child labeled "dull" or "retarded" is perceived to be slower (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968 ) and remembered to be less alert (Yates, Klein, & Haven, 1978). But we found that two children thought to be boys were perceived to be significantly less aggressive than the same two children doing the same thing that were thought to be girls. The statement may be as accurately put the other way, since our results can only be described in terms of how one condition in the experiment related to another. Thus, it would be just as true to say that, given exactly the same stimulus event, two children fighting, thought 230 Child Development to be girls, were rated as being significantly more aggressive than the same two children thought to be boys. This may arise from a belief that, on the average, boys are more aggressive than girls, but the consequence of this categorical belief is to affect judgment in such a way as to either discount the aggressiveness of an interaction if two boys are engaged in it, to inflate the degree of aggression if the same two children are thought to be girls, or both. It may not be fair, and it certainly is not equal, but from the results of this study, it looks as if boys and girls really are judged differently in terms of what constitutes aggression.
Other conditions in our experiment varied in meaning as well, depending on the gender label of both of the actors, but these differences were more in accord with what we anticipated. A "boy" who roughs up a "girl," for example, is seen as being both the most aggressive and the least positively evaluated of the target child in any condition, whereas a "girl" who beats up on a "boy," while being seen as aggressive, is also more positively evaluated and is viewed as being the most "potent" of all. Thus the gender of the actors significantly influences both the connotative and affective meaning of an event-in this case, the interpretation of a rough interaction between two preschool children.
These findings are not modified by the sex of the observer, since in this experiment male and female subjects saw the same differences and interpreted the interactions they observed in much the same way. Nor do gender identity or sex role attitudes have any clear influence on the interpretation of the behavior. But the subject's experience with children did make a considerable difference in what was observed. In fact, most of the variation for the differences we found came from the observers with the most experience with children. Recalling that in this experiment the true state of affairs was that of no differences among the four conditions, another way of putting this finding is to say that those with the least experience with children were the most objective in their judgment. Where there was no difference, they saw none. Unfortunately, given the small number of males in the sample, it was not possible to determine empirically whether the condition x experience with children interaction held equally for both sexes. From the data in Table  2 , it looks as if the finding is generalizable across sex, but we cannot test this proposition.
Nevertheless, the findings with experience with children are interesting, and when combined with previous research on the topic, suggest that this variable serves to diminish some stereotypes while it enhances others (Condry & Condry, 1976; Fagot, 1978; Meyer & Sobieszek, 1972; Seavey, Katz, & Zalk, 1975; Sobieszek, 1978) . The issue, then, is not whether experience with children effects belief, but how it does do so.
We believe the answer to this requires knowledge of the judgment being asked and the true ecological status of the variable under consideration. Experience will enhance stereotypical beliefs when there really is a difference between the sexes, and it will diminish stereotypes when there really is no difference. Inexperienced subjects, then, have only the stereotypes to go on, and their responding should reflect these. Experienced subjects also know these same stereotypes, but they will be modified (enhanced or diminished) due to their actual experience with the object in question, in this case, children of different sexes.
Our data are congruent with this explanation once a couple of facts are understood. First, the inexperienced subjects believe there to be no differences between the sexes on aggression. We did not actually measure their beliefs in this regard, but their responses to the experimental conditions suggest the existence of this underlying structure. We contend that it is not unusual for college students to hold this ("no difference") set of beliefs. The experienced subjects, on the other hand, probably initially had this "no difference" belief also, but they have been convinced otherwise by virtue of their experience with real children. The consequence of this experience is a belief that boys are more aggressive than girls, and the consequence of this categorical belief, in turn, is a bias in perception which sees a given interaction as less aggressive if it is thought to involve two boys and more aggressive if it is thought to involve two girls. Put in everyday terms, if we see two children "roughhousing" and we think the two are boys, we say "boys will be boys." We judge the interaction to be less aggressive and more affectionate than when we judge exactly the same interaction but believe the same two children to be girls. If we do not approve of aggression in our children, we might well stop the girls from "fighting" but leave the boys to "play" roughly but affectionately.
Beliefs in sex differences lead to "adaptive" responses when judgments are to be made. From a methodological perspective, the judgments in this study show a "scaling effect" (Cook & Campbell, 1979) , or a "per- If a "bias" of this sort exists, then it is possible to speculate about the debate between Maccoby and Jacklin (1980) and Tieger (1980) regarding the degree to which the literature accurately reflects the amount of aggression on the part of males and females. Our results, when viewed from the perspective of a perceptual adaptation effect, suggest that the literature probably significantly underestimates the amount of aggression in boys. Thus, if we corrected the "bias" in scaling that we observed in this study, the difference between boys and girls in aggression would be even greater than the current literature (or various meta-analyses) suggests. In support of this contention is the fact that most social interactions in everyday life occur between children of the same sex, especially during the early preschool years when children tend to play in same-sex play groups. So while we presented all possible combinations of gender in our study, the boy-boy and girl-girl conditions are those most likely to occur in actual observations of children playing (Huston, 1983; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) . In addition, the observers in much of the research where the aggression of children is rated are nursery school teachers and/or graduate students. On the whole, it is likely that these observers have more rather than less experience with children. As we have seen, observers with more experience see larger differences than observers with less experience. These considerations lead us to suggest that the true sex difference in aggression is larger than is reported in the literature to date, due to a judgmental bias associated with gender. What these expectations consist of (in this study, probably nothing more than that boys play more roughly than girls) and where they come from are two additional important questions. It is reasonable to suggest that the stronger the expectation the stronger the effect, but how do these networks of anticipations arise? While it is obvious that one can form an expectation as a result of direct contact with the social category, it is well known that attitudes and beliefs can also be formed from indirect, vicarious experience, and many theorists suggest that this is the primary route of acquisition (Bandura, 1977; Proshansky, 1966) .
Thus, in addition to direct experience, it is possible to learn expectations about other people from observation and from hearing or reading about them (i.e., through symbolic means), and these three different routes may have different consequences (Neisser, 1976, p. 136) . Gender-based attitudes are presumably learned in all three ways (Bem, 1981; Condry, 1984; Huston, 1983; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) .
In this study, both the experienced and the inexperienced subjects were aware of social attitudes toward gender. But only the subjects experienced with children modified their judgments regarding aggression based on the gender of the participants. In a very real sense this is prejudice: a prejudgment that influences perception and impression formation. But it is a prejudice formed as a result of experience with the real world. Whether prejudgments formed in different, more indirect ways have the same sorts of influence is an important question for future research.
